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Responses to Comment Set F1 – Southern California Edison (Cover Letter) 

F1-1 These introductory comments from SCE claim that the Phased Build Alternative is “an entirely 
new alternative based on an untested and flawed analysis” of system needs and that the 
analysis cannot be relied upon for transmission planning purposes.  Each of these comments 
is addressed in General Responses GR-1 (Project Need) and GR-2 (Agency-defined Basic 
Project Objectives), as well as individual responses below (including F1-5 to F1-9).  These 
responses address the general requirements of NEPA to describe a reasonable range of alter-
natives, which, in this case, includes the Phased Build Alternative. 

Additional individual responses (including Responses to Comments F1-10 through F1-15) 
address the conclusion made in the Draft EIR/EIS that the Phased Build Alternative is 
“potentially feasible” and eligible for consideration within an EIS.  These responses also 
demonstrate that the alternative is considered to be feasible and likely to have environmen-
tal advantages that allow it to be designated as environmentally superior to the Proposed 
Project.  See also General Response GR-3 on how renewable energy projects would be 
accommodated. 

F1-2 The commenter notes that CPUC’s authority over transmission construction preempts local 
ordinances.  SCE clarifies that it did not propose to request variances for work outside of 
certain hours, alleging that in some unspecified instances local agencies have declined to 
grant variance requests in a reasonable period of time. 

Section D.13.3.3 (Noise, Impacts and Mitigation Measures), under the heading Construction 
Noise Compliance with Local Ordinances, the EIS text has been modified to clarify the intent 
of the discussion.  SCE, in its PEA, commits to coordination with local agencies to minimize 
conflicts with applicable ordinances.  SCE’s commitment in its PEA and the noise mitigation 
measure documented in the EIS recognize the importance of consulting with, and fully 
informing, local jurisdictions before undertaking sensitive activities such as night construc-
tion work.  The text of the EIS no longer references the need for a variance, but it references 
the important coordination to which SCE has committed.  In the Draft EIR/EIS, Mitigation 
Measure N-1a (Implement best management practices for construction noise) did not 
require a variance to be obtained; it simply required compliance with the schedule devel-
oped in SCE’s coordination with local jurisdictions.  The mitigation language has been modi-
fied to clarify this process.  The noise mitigation measure, ensures that SCE’s commitment 
will be followed and that compliance with the results of SCE’s coordination will be 
monitored. 

F1-3 The commenter asserts that mitigation for less-than-significant construction impacts pre-
sented in Section D.18.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) is not consistent with CEQA 
because mitigation can only be required for significant impacts. 

The Draft EIR/EIS was a joint CEQA/NEPA document.  The Final EIS is a NEPA document; 
NEPA requires the application of feasible mitigation even if an impact is less than significant. 

The commenter also asserts that the mitigation measures for construction impacts require 
an onerous post-EIR applicability determination that is unnecessary because sufficient infor-
mation is available now for such a determination. 

The Draft EIR/EIS was prepared based on SCE’s preliminary engineering and project design 
plans.  The preliminary nature of the project design is highlighted in SCE’s comment on Draft 
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EIR/EIS (Comment F3-67, page B-27 of SCE’s Attachment B).  In this comment, SCE does not 
controvert the Draft EIR/EIS text that states retaining walls may be required along some 
access roads and that retaining wall locations are preliminary.  As pointed out in the Draft 
EIR/EIS text cited by SCE, the specific number of retaining wall structures and locations 
would be identified during final engineering and could range between 2 and 18 feet in 
exposed height.  Furthermore, In all but two cases (views from San Gorgonio Memorial Park 
and Cemetery and views from the Pacific Crest Trail near the Whitewater residential com-
munity), the structure installation/removal impact areas would typically be visible from 
numerous residences and/or multiple or major roadways.  Consequently, the Final EIS 
imposes Mitigation Measures VR-2a (Minimize vegetation removal and ground disturbance, 
and limit ground disturbance in Segments 2, 3, and 6), VR-3a (Reduce color contrast of 
retaining walls, land scars, and graveled surfaces), and VR-4a (Minimize in-line views of 
retaining walls and land scars) to address these visual impacts. 

SCE did disclose in its comment, however, that additional engineering analysis, conducted 
since preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, has reduced the linear feet estimates for retaining 
walls down from approximately 4,010 linear feet to approximately 3,168 linear feet with 
revisions occurring in Segments 2 through 6.  Based on the additional engineering that SCE 
has provided, the EIS team has narrowed the locations where Mitigation Measures VR-2a, 
VR-3a, and VR-4a would apply.  However, even with this additional analysis, it is still clear 
that there will still be some visual impacts at specific locations where Mitigation Measures 
VR-2a, VR-3a, and VR-4a would be applied.  A field assessment was conducted in response 
to this comment and the results are presented in a new table in Section D.18.3.3: Table 
D.18-11 (Structure locations subject to Mitigation Measures VR-2a, VR-3a, and VR-4a).  The 
table provides a list of structure locations (proposed, to be modified, and to be removed) 
that have been identified as subject to these three mitigation measures, based on the high 
visibility of their respective installation/removal impact areas to residences, roads, recrea-
tion facilities, and other public locations.  Although the number of structure locations pre-
sented in Table D.18-10 has been considerably reduced from the total number of structure 
locations covered by the blanket application of MMs VR-2a, VR-3a, and VR-4a in the EIR, at 
least one structure location was identified in each of the six segments.  Therefore, the 
descriptions of Mitigation Measures VR-2a, VR-3a, and VR-4a have been revised in the EIS to 
include application to all segments.  As noted in the new text introduction to Table D.18-11, 
if structure installation, modification, or removal activities result in benign visual outcomes 
(lack of visual contrast), the mitigation prescribed in MMs VR-2a, VR-3a, and VR-4a would 
not be necessary. 

F1-4 The commenter suggests that the solar generation projects that will utilize the Project to 
deliver renewable energy to the grid should have been evaluated as “cumulative projects” in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, rather than as “connected actions.”  Under CEQA, these projects are con-
sidered part of the “whole of the action” because the “connected” projects are enabled by 
the completion of the Proposed Project. 

NEPA defines “connected actions” as actions that: “(i) automatically trigger other actions 
which may require environmental impact statements.  (ii) cannot or will not proceed unless 
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously.  (iii) are interdependent parts of a 
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.25 
(a)(1). 
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The independent utility test applied by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals to determine 
whether a proposed project and another action are connected actions examines whether 
the other action would occur in the absence of the proposed project.  In other words, 
“[w]here each of two projects would have taken place with or without the other, each has 
‘independent utility’ and the two are not considered connected actions [under NEPA].”  
Native Ecosystems Council v. Dombeck (9th Cir. 2002) 304 F.3d 886, 894 (emphasis added); 
see also, Sierra Club v. Bureau of Land Management (9th Cir. 2015) 786 F.3d 1219, 1226 
(“Rather than adopting a single independent utility test, we have focused on whether each 
of two projects would have taken place with or without the other, and have extended our 
analysis to each project”); Great Basin Mine Watch v. Hankins (9th Cir. 2006) 456 F.3d 955, 
969 (explaining that the crux of the independent utility test is whether each of two projects 
would have taken place with or without the other); California ex rel.  Imperial County Air Pol-
lution Control Dist. v. U.S. Dept. of the Interior (9th Cir. 2014) 767 F.3d 781, 795 (accord). 

Project purpose and need is not a factor of independent utility.  Whether a proposed project 
and another project have similar or divergent goals and objectives is wholly irrelevant to the 
connected action analysis.  The test is whether an action other than the proposed Project 
will or will not be not be physically completed in the absence of the proposed Project and 
vice-versa. 

Section B.7 (Description of the Project, Connected Actions), details seven renewable solar 
projects that “…depend on the WOD Upgrade Project in order to move to construction and 
operation…” See Section B.7.1.  These renewable solar projects are described in detail in 
Section B.7.2 and Table B-22 explains why each is considered a connected action to the 
WOD Upgrade Project.  As explained in Table B-22, these solar renewable projects will not 
be constructed unless the WOD Upgrade is built because each of the renewable projects 
needs to utilize the upgraded transmission lines of the WOD Upgrade Project to get the 
energy generated by these projects to market.  In fact, executed interconnection agree-
ments for two of the seven projects expressly presume implementation of the WOD 
Upgrade Project.  Thus, as the EIS documents, the seven renewable solar projects will not go 
forward unless the WOD Upgrade Project is constructed and, therefore they were properly 
evaluated as connected actions to the WOD Upgrade Project in accordance with NEPA.  
Sierra Club v. Bureau of Land Management (9th Cir. 2015) 786 F.3d 1219, 1226. 

F1-5 The comment reviews the objectives set forth by SCE in the PEA and asserts that the CPUC 
and BLM Basic Project Objectives unnecessarily eliminated and narrowed some of SCE’s 
objectives.  The rationale for selecting each of the CPUC and BLM Basic Project Objectives is 
presented in EIS Section A.2.3.  General Response GR-2 also provides a discussion of the 
agency-specific Basic Project Objectives.  Basic Project Objective 1 retains SCE’s objective to 
integrate and fully deliver new generation projects located in the Blythe and Desert Center 
areas with a modification to specify a minimum level of deliverability to be achieved, at the 
2,200 MW level. 

The commenter believes that the Draft EIR/EIS improperly narrows and/or eliminates 
certain of the WOD Upgrade Project applicant’s proposed objectives.  The commenter also 
believes that the Phased Build Alternative does not achieve certain of the WOD Upgrade 
Project applicant’s proposed objectives. 

Project Purpose and Need are presented in Section A.2.1 (Introduction, Purposes of the Pro-
posed Project) and SCE’s Project Objectives are presented in Section A.2.1.2.  As a prelimi-
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nary matter, it should be noted that the WOD Upgrade Project applicant’s proposed objec-
tives #3 (Meet project need while minimizing environmental impacts) and #5 (Comply with 
applicable Reliability Standards and Regional Business Practice developed by NERC, WECC, 
and the CAISO) are not appropriate objectives for purposes of the required alternatives 
analysis.  This are requirements; the need to comply with laws, regulations, and conditions 
of project approval are a given.  This precept obligates every project sponsor to construct 
and operate a proposed project in a manner that minimizes environmental impacts whether 
minimization of impacts is specifically identified as a project objective or not.  Similarly, 
compliance with applicable transmission reliability and construction standards is presumed, 
and, therefore also is not an appropriate objective for use in an alternatives analysis. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS inappropriately narrowed or eliminated objec-
tives.  The fundamental legal guidance on Purpose and Need Statements comes from the 
NEPA CEQ regulation, Section 1502.13—the Purpose and Need Statement “shall briefly 
specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the 
alternatives including the proposed action.”  BLM’s NEPA Handbook states that the 
“purpose and need statement for an externally generated action must describe the BLM 
purpose and need, not an applicant’s or external proponent’s purpose and need.  The 
applicant’s purpose and need may provide useful background information, but this descrip-
tion must not be confused with the BLM purpose and need for action.”  (BLM NEPA 
Handbook H-1790-1 pg 35) 

EIS Section ES.1.2 (Executive Summary, Proposed Project Purpose and Need) discloses 
objectives proposed by the WOD Upgrade Project applicant as well as the basic objectives 
reasonably derived therefrom by the CPUC and BLM from those applicant-proposed objec-
tives in accordance with CEQA. 

The commenter also suggests that the Phased Build Alterative does not meet certain objec-
tives.  While SCE may put forward its corporate objectives for the project, BLM is required to 
address the objectives that it identifies, and not simply use those of the applicant.  BLM 
enjoys substantial flexibility in construction its purpose and need statement. 

F1-6 The comment asserts that the power flow analysis of the Phased Build Alternative is flawed, 
by underestimating system needs and by making errors in the alleged capabilities of the 
alternative.  Please see also the Responses to Comment Set F2, addressing comments in 
SCE’s Attachment A, which address the accuracy of the ZGlobal power flow studies in more 
detail. 

SCE states that various transmission elements such as a remedial action scheme (RAS) and 
reactive support, of up to 600 MVAR of capacitors, may be needed with the Phased Build 
Alternative.  The implementation of a RAS and additional reactive support features would 
only be added to the corridor in response to excessive levels of generation, should it be 
developed.  The need for reactive support with capacitor banks at multiple locations is iden-
tified for the Phased Build Alternative as necessary in the results of power flow modeling 
Case #6.  This case includes dispatch of generation at a level of deliverability (the Cluster 7, 
Phase I case) that would be greater than anticipated, plus the import of 1,400 MW from IID.  
The conclusion for Case #6 shows that the Phased Build Alternative is not technically fea-
sible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 12).  Furthermore, adding a RAS 
would not be a substantial change in operational complexity from the conditions that 
presently exist in the corridor, which presently operates with a RAS; this is described as part 
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of the No Project / No Action Alternative in EIS, Section C.6.2.1.  In contrast with the “system 
needs” portrayed in the comment, the Phased Build Alternative satisfies the lower level of 
dispatch in the Reliability Base Case in modeling Case #3 without the need for additional 
reactive support (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 10). 

The comment notes the level of dispatch modeled with the Reliability Base Case in Case #3 
of the power flow analysis.  The modeling of the 2024 Reliability Base Case has 1,387 MW 
online at Red Bluff and Colorado River Substations (details in Table A4 of EIS Appendix 5, 
Attachment 2, p. 21).  This level of online power generated is a representation of 3,853 MW 
of installed renewable resource capacity at these interconnection points accounting for the 
36 percent capacity factor of the case.  Although the SCE comment disagrees with the level 
of generation modeled, the comment does not contradict the EIS conclusion that the 
Phased Build Alternative satisfies the level of generation modeled with the Reliability Base 
Case in modeling Case #3 (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 10).  The power flow analysis of 
Case #3 also includes the import of 1,400 MW from IID. 

The comment notes that the 2013 West of Devers Interim Project presently provides 
deliverability to 985 MW of installed renewable generation from projects that have Full 
Capacity Deliverability Status (FCDS) in the baseline conditions.  General Response GR-2 
notes that the power flow analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of 
deliverability.  However, in the context of the EIS power flow analysis, as baseline genera-
tors, these are included in the various scenarios, including at the level of dispatch modeled 
with the Reliability Base Case in Case #3.  EIS, Section B, Description of the Proposed Project, 
and the EIS power flow analysis recognize that the 2013 West of Devers Interim Project (EIS 
Section B.1.1) would be removed as part of the Proposed Project, and accordingly, it is not 
part of the modeling of the alternative.  This topic is also addressed in Response to Com-
ment B9-5 (CAISO comment). 

F1-7 The comment claims that the Phased Build Alternative would not meet most of SCE’s Project 
Objectives.  The rationale for selecting each of the CPUC and BLM Basic Project Objectives is 
presented in EIS Section A.2.3, and General Response GR-2 provides a discussion of the 
agency-specific Basic Project Objectives.  These topics are also addressed within Response to 
Comment F1-5.  See also General Response GR-1 on the level of project need, and General 
Response GR-3 on renewable energy that would be accommodated by the Phased Build 
Alternative. 

The comment notes that the Phased Build Alternative satisfies “only one” of the EIS power 
flow analysis cases.  Although this is true, the comment does not contradict the EIS conclu-
sion that the Phased Build Alternative satisfies the level of generation modeled with the 
Reliability Base Case in modeling Case #3 (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 10).  Of the 
seven cases in the power flow analysis, five cases tested the Proposed Project, and two 
cases (Case #3 and #6) tested the Phased Build Alternative.  While the Phased Build Alterna-
tive is shown to be not technically feasible in the results of power flow modeling Case #6 
(EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 12), this higher level of generation is the same as in 
Case #5.  Case #5 and #7 show that the Proposed Project results in overloading the Alberhill-
to-Valley 500 kV line under normal operating conditions (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, 
p.11). 

F1-8 The comment claims that the Phased Build Alternative would not meet two of the three 
Basic Project Objectives, with a focus on Basic Project Objective 1 in this comment.  See 
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General Response GR-1 on the level of project need and General Response GR-2 on the 
ability of the Phased Build Alternative to satisfy Basic Project Objective 1. 

The comment also asserts that the power flow analysis is fatally flawed by underestimating 
system needs, and the power flow analysis should not be relied upon for transmission plan-
ning purposes.  The power flow analysis in the EIS does not include a formal study of 
deliverability.  Instead, given NEPA requirements for alternatives, the EIS focuses on deter-
mining whether the alternatives are feasible.  General Response GR-3 includes information 
on the transmission planning process as it relates to the project-level environmental review. 

The comment discusses renewable projects amounting to 1,929 MW of generation 
resources having executed generator interconnection agreements and incorrectly asserts 
that the EIS excludes this generation in the consideration of the Phased Build Alternative.  
All of the individual projects listed in this comment appear in the EIS, Section A.2.1.4, 
Interconnecting Planned Generation Resources (Table A-4, Projects Contributing to Need for 
WOD Upgrade Project).  All of the individual projects that make up this 1,929 MW and the 
environmental impacts related to these projects are specifically identified and included as 
either “connected actions” (EIS Section B.7.1, Table B-22) or Cumulative Projects (EIS Section 
E.2, Table E-1). 

The comment correctly notes that the 2024 Reliability Base Case and power flow analysis 
Case #3 includes generation producing 1,387 MW at Red Bluff and Colorado River Substa-
tions.  The comment goes on to incorrectly claim that “only 337 MW of additional new 
resources” could be developed at the Red Bluff and Colorado River Substations.  The com-
ment does not acknowledge how the modeling case with 1,387 MW online is a 
representation of 3,853 MW of installed renewable resource capacity at these interconnec-
tion points.  This is because, as previously noted by SCE in Comment F1-6, the Reliability 
Base Case sets the output of these renewable resources to 36 percent of their maximum 
capability.  Therefore, the Reliability Base Case reflects 3,853 MW installed capacity at these 
interconnection points (details in Table A4 of EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 21), which is 
more than 2,800 MW in addition to the 1,050 MW installed capacity that is in-service as 
noted by SCE in this comment.  Notably, the 3,853 MW of installed capacity in Case #3 is 
also a level sufficient to accommodate the 3,800 MW Riverside East renewable resource 
portfolio in the transmission planning process, as transmitted in the March 11, 2015 letter 
from the CPUC to CAISO.  Nothing in SCE’s comment contradicts the EIS conclusion that the 
Phased Build Alternative satisfies the level of generation modeled with the Reliability Base 
Case in Case #3 (EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 10). 

The comment points to the EIS power flow study to indicate that the flow through the WOD 
corridor would be limited to 1,900 MW instead of the value of roughly 3,000 MW that is 
derived in the Draft EIR/EIS (see Table Ap5.1-4, p. Ap.5 Att.1-2).  This comment is based on 
SCE’s review of Case #6 in the power flow analysis.  The conclusion for Case #6 shows that 
the Phased Build Alternative is not technically feasible in this scenario (EIS Appendix 5, 
Attachment 2, p. 12).  The EIS clearly discloses that the Phased Build Alternative would have 
lower power flows and a lower corridor transfer capability than the Proposed Project 
(Appendix 5, Attachment 1 and Attachment 2). 

The comment indicates that additional information would be needed to determine the 
actual level of generation deliverability, in MW, provided by the Phased Build Alternative.  
The comment notes this would require a deliverability study prepared in a manner consis-
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tent with the CAISO’s deliverability study methodology.  Note that Comment B9-8 indicates 
CAISO’s intent to conduct a comparative analysis of project alternatives using the CAISO’s 
deliverability study methodology, and CAISO intends to present its results in testimony in 
the CPUC general proceeding (A.13-10-020). 

See also Responses to Comments B9-2, B9-3, B9-8, and B9-9 (CAISO comment). 

F1-9 The comment claims that the Phased Build Alternative would not meet two of the three 
Basic Project Objectives, with this comment focusing on Basic Project Objective 2.  See 
Response to Comment F1-8 regarding the modeled power flows and the lower levels of cor-
ridor transfer capabilities that are expected with the Phased Build Alternative in comparison 
with the Proposed Project. 

SCE states that the Phased Build Alternative would create an impediment in achieving Cali-
fornia’s renewable energy goals, including a higher 50 % RPS in Senate Bill 350 (2015).  This 
comment does not contradict the EIS conclusion that the Phased Build Alternative satisfies 
the level of generation modeled with the Reliability Base Case in Case #3 (EIS Appendix 5, 
Attachment 2, p. 10).  The level of generation in this case is sufficient to accommodate the 
3,800 MW Riverside East renewable resource portfolio in the transmission planning process, 
and the power flow analysis of Case #3 also includes the import of 1,400 MW from IID.  The 
Reliability Base Case reflects 3,853 MW installed capacity at the Riverside East interconnec-
tion points (details in Table A4 of EIS Appendix 5, Attachment 2, p. 21), which is sufficient to 
accommodate the 3,800 MW Riverside East renewable resource portfolio for the 33% RPS in 
the transmission planning process, as transmitted in the March 11, 2015 letter from the 
CPUC to CAISO. 

General Response GR-3 provides further information on the ability of the Phased Build Alter-
native to satisfy Basic Project Objective 2. 

See also Response to Comment B9-3. 

F1-10 This comment focuses on SCE’s opinion that the Phased Build Alternative is infeasible due to 
construction requirements and design characteristics that could not be accommodated in 
what SCE feels is a reasonable period of time and could create impacts in areas not previ-
ously analyzed.  The comment states that the Phased Build Alternative could require an 
expansion of planned wire stringing sites and additional stringing sites. 

SCE states, “In order to install the Phased Build Alternative’s 795 Aluminum Conductor 
Composite Reinforced (ACCR) conductor, planned wire sites would need to be modified and 
new wire sites would be required.”  SCE’s observation is based upon manufacturer informa-
tion regarding specific maximum allowable bending angles that cannot be exceeded when 
pulling ACCR conductor.  The EIS recognizes that SCE would need to consider the specifica-
tions of the conductor material; however, this would not introduce any infeasibility as utility 
companies commonly handle different conductor types and sizes that have specific require-
ments or limitations on how the conductors are handled during pulling and installation. 

The fact that SCE would need to revise its conductor stringing plan to address the specific 
requirements of ACCR conductor does not make use of ACCR technically infeasible.  Specific-
ally, SCE observes, “the practical effect of this difference is that SCE’s Proposed Project 
allows constructing wire sites at a much greater angle from the path of the transmission line 
being constructed.”  Acknowledging that the use of ACCR conductor may preclude SCE from 
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utilizing some planned stringing sites that would place a large angle on the conductor, it is 
anticipated that this is not the case for the majority of the stringing sites, assuming that 
most sites would not place a large angle on the conductor. 

Furthermore SCE states, “There are very few locations where SCE could site additional 
pulling and tensioning locations to support the installation requirements of the 795 ACCR 
conductor without conducting extensive grading or locating wire sites outside the existing 
ROW.”  This statement appears to indicate that where the Proposed Project’s stringing plan 
includes too large an angle for stringing ACCR, the use of ACCR would either require addi-
tional land disturbance, additional stringing locations, or placing the stringing operations 
outside of the existing ROW.  None of these requirements make the use of ACCR conductor 
technically infeasible.  SCE further comments “Even if it is feasible to relocate wire sites 
within areas suitable to limit wire stringing angle to within the manufacturer’s specification, 
the environmental effects of such relocations need to be acknowledged.” 

The EIS discloses that the first step of the wire stringing activities is to develop a wire 
stringing plan that identifies, among other things, the set-up locations for the wire pulling 
equipment and activity (Section B.3.3.10).  The EIS considers that wire sites can result in an 
environmental impact due to ground disturbance and other activity within the sites.  How-
ever, in terms of ground disturbance and potential environmental effects the Phased Build 
Alternative is expected to have less overall environmental impact by reducing the number of 
existing towers to be removed and new towers to be constructed.  In contrast with the Pro-
posed Project, this would decrease the overall amount of ground disturbance, even if previ-
ously anticipated changes in disturbance for set-up locations may occur for the conductor 
stringing sites.  Based on the disturbed area SCE identified for each lattice steel tower, the 
disturbed area avoided, by reducing the number of structures removed and new structures 
built, is anticipated to be more than 400 acres.  The comment fails to recognize the reduc-
tion in impacts resulting from the re-use of existing double-circuit lattice towers that would 
occur under the alternative. 

With the ground disturbance for stringing setup and splicing setup at 2 acres and 0.7 acres, 
respectively, it can be seen that even with a need for additional wire stringing sites, the 
Phased Build Alternative would result in an overall reduction in ground disturbance when 
compared to the Proposed Project.  These stringing sites would not notably increase the 
overall project disturbance area and associated impacts.  Even under scenarios where a 
quarter to a third more stringing sites would be required, the difference of using ACCR con-
ductor when considering both structure and stringing disturbances would be a net reduction 
in disturbed area of several hundred acres. 

This comment also identifies SCE’s concerns on: outages during construction of the Phased 
Build Alternative; the need for future construction within the corridor after implementing 
the alternative; and the environmental impacts of the future construction, should it become 
needed.  These topics are addressed in subsequent individual Responses to Comments 
F1-11 through F1-14. 

F1-11 This comment identifies SCE’s concerns that outages during construction of the Phased Build 
Alternative would exceed those of the Proposed Project.  SCE states that the need for 
double-line outages would increase under the alternative when compared with the Pro-
posed Project.  Outages of existing lines would be necessary during construction of the Pro-
posed Project, and in the comment, SCE states, “With minor exceptions, the Proposed 
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Project design placed the new towers in such a location that the construction could proceed 
without having to de-energize more than one of the four existing 220 kV circuits for long 
periods of time.”  SCE has also indicated that for the Proposed Project, a number of shoo-
flies (temporary poles to hold up energized conductors) will need to be utilized.  Pointing to 
uncertainty on whether CAISO might approve certain outages, SCE has not specified the 
precise location or timing of the shoo-flies for the Proposed Project. 

Because the Phased Build Alternative would require stringing of new conductor on existing 
towers, the alternative will require more outages than would the Proposed Project.  As with 
the Proposed Project, it is expected that to avoid some of the additional outages, shoo-flies 
will need to be utilized in order to carry energized conductors while construction is ongoing 
on the existing structures.  After providing comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, SCE evaluated 
potential construction scenarios.  To clarify how the need for outages could be minimized, 
SCE provided responses to Data Request 17 (Response ALT-29), which provides details on a 
construction plan for the Proposed Project and the Phased Build Alternative.  In Response to 
Data Request ALT-29, SCE presents an alternative construction plan in which 136 shoo-flies 
would be required for the Phased Build Alternative, compared with 51 for the Proposed 
Project.  Overall, the construction timeframe would be similar for the Phased Build Alterna-
tive and the Proposed Project due to the additional coordination required to manage 
outages.  Outages would also need to occur during construction of the Proposed Project; the 
need to manage and coordinate similar outages would not make the Phased Build Alterna-
tive infeasible. 

See also Response to Comment B9-4 regarding the potential for outages and line losses to 
influence generator dispatch, or generator curtailment and the associated economic loss. 

F1-12 This comment includes SCE’s opinion that the Phased Build Alternative is infeasible due to 
regulatory constraints in permitting future phases and due to the long lead time required to 
obtain approvals from the CPUC and BLM for new transmission.  This comment identifies 
SCE’s concerns regarding the need for future construction within the corridor after imple-
menting the alternative, based on SCE’s presumption that future expanded transmission 
capacity would be needed.  This comment and the presumption that future construction 
would be needed within the corridor are also repeated by SCE in Comment F1-13. 

The EIS recognizes the long lead time in developing new transmission by describing the 
origin of the Proposed Project, as a part of SCE’s 2005 application that proposed Devers-Palo 
Verde No. 2 project and then as a response to CAISO specifications for a Delivery Network 
Upgrade in 2010 (Section A.2.1.4.1).  Clearly, the EIS contemplates that transmission addi-
tions do not occur “just in time” as implied by the comment.  Ultimately, the CPUC must find 
that the project is necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the 
public under General Order (GO) 131-D.  See General Response GR-1 for a review of CPUC 
project-level review process, and GR-3 for a review of how the CAISO’s Transmission Plan-
ning Process relates to the environmental review for this project-level request for a CPCN. 

See also General Response GR-4 on the need for “future phases” of construction under the 
Phased Build Alternative. 
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F1-13 The commenter alleges the Draft EIR/EIS violates the CEQA prohibition against piecemeal 
environmental review by “chopping up” or “segmenting” the WOD Upgrade Project.  See 
General Response GR-4 on the need for “future phases” of construction under the Phased 
Build Alternative. 

This comment relates to CEQA and not NEPA.  The CPUC’s response is provided here for 
informational purposes.  As noted by the commenter, CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a) 
defines a “project” as “the whole of an action” that may result in either a direct physical 
environmental change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect change.  The commenter also 
correctly cites the seminal CEQA decision in Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, which adds to the requirement that an EIR 
describe and analyze the whole of an project by holding that an EIR’s project description and 
analysis of potential project impacts must also include all relevant parts of a project, includ-
ing reasonably foreseeable future expansion or other activities that are part of the project.  
Accordingly, the entire project being proposed for approval and all reasonably foreseeable 
project expansion must be described and analyzed in the EIR. 

Without addressing the EIR’s actual WOD Upgrade Project description located in Chapter B, 
however, the commenter inappropriately leaps to and applies these project description and 
project impact analysis principles to the EIR’s determination of the basic project objectives 
and treatment of the Phased Build Alternative summarized in Chapter A (Introduction) and 
addressed in detail in Chapter C (Alternatives).  Separate and apart from the requirements 
concerning the proposed project analyzed in an EIR, CEQA has distinct and different require-
ments for the description and analysis of alternatives to the proposed project.  As discussed 
in Response to Comment F1-5, CEQA charges lead agencies with developing and presenting 
a comparative analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project 
so that the public and decision-makers can make an informed evaluation of the merits of a 
proposed project as compared to the developed alternatives (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6) 
and expressly affords lead agencies with the discretion to distill overly broad or narrow 
objectives down to fundamental basic objectives for purposes of conducting the required 
comparative analysis of the proposed project and its alternatives.  In accordance with CEQA, 
EIR Sections C (Alternatives) and G (Comparison of Alternatives) and Appendix 5 (Alterna-
tives Screening Report) adequately describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives 
that meet most of the basic WOD Upgrade Project objectives. 

Even if CEQA’s requirements applicable to an EIR’s description of the Proposed Project and 
analysis of its potential impacts applied equally to an EIR’s description and comparative 
analysis of project alternatives, the EIS’s alternatives analysis complies with all such require-
ments.  Appendix 5 to the EIS (particularly Attachments 1 and 2 thereto) presents substan-
tial evidence demonstrating that the Phased Build Alternative accurately describes the 
whole of the action proposed under that alternative, including its ability to accommodate 
and provide transmission capacity for all reasonably foreseeable electricity generation proj-
ects most likely to be in place and operational through the year 2024.  That analysis is based 
in part on CAISO’s 2024 Reliability Base Case.  The information in EIS Appendix 5, and in Sec-
tion A.2.3 (CPUC and BLM Project Objectives), along with General Response GR-4, provides 
an updated rationale based on the best available evidence as to the realistic level of future 
new electricity generating facility development in the east Riverside County region. 

At its heart, SCE’s argument is for maximizing the size of the project now because at some 
future date, the need for additional transmission is likely to arise.  This type of argument is 
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true for virtually any infrastructure that may need to increase capacity over time (e.g., bulk 
transmission lines, highways, water supply systems, and wastewater systems).  The balance 
to be struck in transmission planning is between what is needed for current and reasonably 
foreseeable projects and the environmental impacts of meeting those needs now, and the 
unverified needs of speculative projects assumed to be developed at some future date.  
With regard to timing, SCE ignores the fact that these unknown and speculative future 
renewable energy projects would each have their own planning, design, review, and 
approval processes that will take time. 

In sum, the EIS accurately, reasonably and consistently describes both the proposed WOD 
Upgrade Project as well as the Phased Build Alternative thereto, including all future elec-
tricity generation that is expected to access the grid as a reasonably foreseeable conse-
quence of the WOD Upgrade Project. 

F1-14 This comment claims that a greater level of environmental impacts would occur with the 
Phased Build Alternative, when presuming the need for future construction within the cor-
ridor after implementing the alternative.  See General Response GR-4 on the need for 
“future phases” of construction under the Phased Build Alternative. 

The comment repeats SCE’s concern that wire stringing sites would warrant additional 
impact analysis.  The EIS discloses that the first step of the wire stringing activities is to 
develop a wire stringing plan that identifies, among other things, the set-up locations for the 
wire pulling equipment and activity (Section B.3.3.10).  The EIS considers that wire sites can 
result in an environmental impact due to ground disturbance and other activity within the 
sites.  Response to Comment F1-10 provides additional information on this topic. 

F1-15 The comment asserts that the Phased Build Alternative could result in towers that are not 
aligned, and that this can lead to conductor blow-out and increased visual impacts.  The 
Phased Build Alternative was derived from the 2005 scenario previously proposed by SCE 
that would retain the existing double-circuit towers, and this means that the new double-
circuit towers would be located next to each existing tower so the spans of both lines would 
match.  Due to SCE’s revised wind loading requirements, replacement of some of the exist-
ing double-circuit towers with stronger or higher structures would be necessary (as included 
in the description of the alternative), and for the new, second set of double-circuit towers, 
the stronger structure types would be utilized.  This would allow the majority of structures 
to be “soldiered” under the Phased Build Alternative in a manner similar to that of the Pro-
posed Project.  This approach avoids SCE’s concerns related to blow-out and visual impacts.  
The alignment of the new and existing structures has been clarified in Appendix 5, Section 
4.4 (description of the Phased Build Alternative). 

F1-16 This comment presents SCE’s opinion that the Phased Build Alternative would not be cost-
effective and would delay the in-service date.  The EIS provides preliminary information 
regarding the potential cost of the alternative, for the limited purpose of assessing whether 
it would be eligible for consideration as an alternative to the Proposed Project.  General 
Response GR-1 notes that the CPUC evidentiary hearing is the appropriate venue for con-
sideration of the cost of the project and alternatives, along with project need. 

F1-17 This comment reviews SCE’s concerns on the potential construction limitations under the 
Phased Build Alternative, as identified in previous comments and addressed in Responses to 
Comments F1-14 through F1-16.  The comment also identifies potential implementation of a 
remedial action scheme (RAS) and additional reactive support that may be needed with the 
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Phased Build Alternative, and characterizes these elements as adding operational complex-
ity.  The potential need for these operational elements and future reactive support (of up to 
600 MVAR), and the resulting level of operational complexity, are described Response to 
Comment F1-6. 

This comment also asserts that there would need to be additional interset structures to miti-
gate conductor sway and a longer construction period for which the impact analysis did not 
adequately address.  There would be no need for offset structures; the new towers in the 
Phased Build Alternative are defined as being paired with the existing 220 kV double-circuit 
structures (see the alternative description in Appendix 5, Section 4.4, Phased Build Alterna-
tive).  Further, the reader is referred to the response on construction timing of the Phased 
Build Alternative in Response to Comment F1-10. 

F1-18 This comment provides additional detail on SCE’s opinion regarding the cost of the Phased 
Build Alternative.  The EIS provides preliminary information regarding the potential cost of 
the alternative, for the limited purpose of assessing whether it would be eligible for con-
sideration as an alternative to the Proposed Project.  General Response GR-1 notes that the 
CPUC evidentiary hearing considers the cost of the project, and alternatives, along with its 
need. 

F1-19 The comment indicates that a greater level of electrical losses would occur with the Phased 
Build Alternative than would occur with the Proposed Project.  This topic is addressed in 
Responses to Comments B9-4 and B9-11, and Response to Comment B9-4 addresses the 
potential for line losses to influence generator dispatch, or generator curtailment and the 
associated economic loss. 

F1-20 SCE states that new engineering and design work could be triggered if the Phased Build 
Alternative is selected, thereby increasing the time and cost to construct as compared to the 
Proposed Project.  The Draft EIR/EIS describes the basic design and potential construction 
timelines of the Proposed Project and Phased Build Alternative.  In SCE’s response to Data 
Request 17 (ALT-29), SCE presents a construction plan for the Phased Build Alternative and 
for the Proposed Project, indicating that it is considering the engineering and design process 
for the Phased Build Alternative.  Although SCE has been working to engineer, design, and 
refine the Proposed Project, the EIS acknowledges that final engineering cannot be com-
plete until the project or an alternative are approved. 

F1-21 SCE requests clarification regarding Mitigation Measures N-1a (Implement best manage-
ment practices for construction noise) and N-1b (Implement a helicopter noise control 
strategy), noting that CPUC’s authority over transmission construction preempts local ordi-
nances.  The EIS has been revised to clarify that SCE has not proposed to request variances 
for work outside of certain hours, and that SCE would consult with local jurisdictions.  Please 
see Response to Comment F1-2, which addresses this matter. 

F1-22 Please see the Response to Comment F1-3. 

F1-23 Please see the Response to Comment F1-3. 

F1-24 SCE requests that the Visual Resources Mitigation Measure VR-4a be eliminated because 
CEQA does not require the application of mitigation measures to less-than-significant 
impacts.  While the Draft EIR/EIS analysis found that the majority of the Proposed Project’s 
visual impacts would be less than significant, several locations would have significant 
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impacts.  Also, the Draft EIR/EIS was a joint EIR/EIS, and NEPA requires the application of 
feasible mitigation even if an impact is less than significant.  In the Final EIS, BLM retains this 
mitigation measure.  CEQ guidance provided in Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning 
CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, Question 19b, states that “Mitigation measures must be con-

sidered even for impacts that by themselves would not be considered significant.” 

SCE also asserts the mitigation for operational impacts is onerous and that Mitigation Mea-
sure VR-8a (Minimize visual contrast in project design) presented in Section D.18.3.3 
(Impacts and Mitigation Measures) should not be applied across the entirety of the project.  
The application of MM VR-8a across the entirety of the Project is appropriate in order to 
prevent the installation of excessively contrasting project elements.  For example, several 
new transmission projects in recent years have resulted in the installation of structures built 
of excessively specular (shiny and reflective) steel that was insufficiently dulled in the manu-
facturing process.  The slow pace of natural dulling of these structures results in long-term 
visual impacts.  In at least one case, the application of a post-manufacture colorant was 
required to reduce structure specularity.  The purpose of MM VR-8a is to prevent such an 
unfortunate post-construction modifications, which are time-consuming and costly.  SCE 
does currently proposes to construct the Proposed Project with structural dulling and use of 
non-specular materials.  If this is properly implemented, MM VR-8a would not impose any 
additional requirements.  The mitigation measure is retained to address any Project design 
outcomes that are contrary to what has been proposed and described in the Project 
Description, because such outcomes have occurred on other recent transmission projects. 

SCE also asserts that Mitigation Measure VR-9a (Treat structure surfaces) presented in Sec-
tion D.18.3.3 (Impacts and Mitigation Measures) is not needed because the proposed 
Project structures and conductors would weather to a dull gray finish.  Similar to MM VR-8a 
discussed above, SCE requests that Mitigation Measure VR-9a be removed from the EIS.  
However, Mitigation Measure VR-9a is appropriate in order to prevent the installation of 
excessively contrasting project elements.  As noted above, several transmission projects in 
recent years have resulted in the installation of structures built of excessively specular steel 
that was insufficiently dulled in the manufacturing process.  The slow pace of natural dulling 
of these structures results in long-term visual impacts.  As described above, SCE has pro-
posed to construct the project with use of structural dulling and non-specular materials, and 
if this occurs, Mitigation Measure VR-9a would not add new requirements.  Mitigation Mea-
sure VR-9a is retained to address any Project design outcomes that are contrary to what has 
been proposed and described in the Project Description.  Also, because NEPA requires the 
application of feasible mitigation even if impact is less than significant, it is appropriate to 
retain Mitigation Measure VR-9a. 

F1-25 The commenter argues that solar projects identified in the EIS as connected actions should 
be analyzed as cumulative impacts.  See Response to Comment F1-4. 

F1-26 The commenter states that the Phased Build Alternative is not the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative and should be rejected due to its failure to meet the basic project objectives, its 
greater environmental impacts, and other aforementioned feasibility issues. 

Environmentally superior alternative is a CEQA concept.  CPUC’s response to this comment is 
provided here for informational purposes: Please see Responses to Comments F1-1 through 
F1-25, which provide responses to the commenter’s stated issues.  The Phased Build Alterna-
tive remains environmentally superior to the Proposed Project overall.  However, as is 
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stated in Section G.3 (Comparison Methodology) of the EIS, it is possible that the decision-
makers could balance the importance of each impact area differently. 

Under NEPA, Section 1505.2(b) requires that the Record of Decision (ROD) must identify all 
alternatives that were considered, ". .  . specifying the alternative or alternatives which were 
considered to be environmentally preferable." The environmentally preferable alternative is 
the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's 
Section 101.  Ordinarily, this means the alternative that causes the least damage to the bio-
logical and physical environment; it also means the alternative which best protects, pre-
serves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.  The determination of which 
is the environmentally preferable alternative is a judgment made by BLM. 
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